Qualitative evaluation of individual experiences of

a school-based educational programme on crime by Mack, Michelle C. & Allen, Gill
EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT & EVALUATION | RESEARCH ARTICLE
Qualitative evaluation of individual experiences of
a school-based educational programme on crime
Michelle C. Mack1* and Gill Allen1
Abstract: Project Chameleon is a school-based educational programme relating to
crime, UK law and social moral positioning. Qualitative data were collated from three
focus groups with child participants and two focus groups with university psychology
student volunteers. The data related directly to the individual experiences of child
participants and student volunteers supporting the facilitation of the programme.
Three overarching themes emerged from the data: Personal Experiences, relating to
individual learning, attitude and behavioural changes and how individuals used the
information provided by the programme; Programme Delivery, which examined all
aspects of how the programme was taught to child participants; and Session Content
and Issues, discussing the topics and any relevant problems occurring whilst
participating. Recommendations for future school-based interventions are discussed,
including delivery style, interactivity, dosage and tailored content.
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1. Background
School-based interventions and educational programmes have become increasingly popular
throughout the last decade (Dariotis, Mirabel-Beltran, Cluxton-Keller, Gould, Greenberg, &
Mendelson, 2016; Public Health England, 2016). Whilst there is a robust argument for interven-
tions to be implemented before a child reaches the age of five (Field, 2010; Natale et al., 2013),
targeting older, school-age children may enable them to adjust or develop positive attitudes
and patterns of behaviour (Beelmann & Raabe, 2009; Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, &
Schellinger, 2011); which may continue into adolescence and adulthood (Beelmann, Saur,
Ziegler, Diener, & Noack, 2010). Such programmes and interventions aimed specifically at
reducing antisocial behaviour and criminal activity available to UK children are few. There is
little research known to the authors conducted on the impact of proactive educational mea-
sures to prevent youth offending, and the personal experiences of those participating. The
Social Development Model (SDM) (Hawkins & Weis, 1985) suggests preventative interventions
relating to issues such as delinquency (Hawkins & Weis, 1985; Loeber, Farrington, & Petechuk,
2003; Kim, Gilman, & Hawkins, 2015) and mental health (National Research Council, 2009),
should target important units of socialisation; including family, school, peers and community
(Hawkins & Weis, 1985). Programmes have been developed for children identified as being at
risk of developing conduct disorder (Webster-Stratton, Reid, & Stoolmiller, 2008) and for those
at risk of engaging in criminality (Prior & Paris, 2005).
Categorising children into risk groups for targeted interventions could be counterproductive to
desired outcomes (Berndt, 1979; Erickson, Crosnoe, & Dornbusch, 2000; Sim & Koh, 2003; Steinberg
& Monahan, 2007). Brown (2004) suggested that inclusive programme delivery to all pupils may
provide positive dialogue and the opportunity for children to observe and learn from desired
behaviours being reinforced (Bandura, 1962, 1977, 1978). Behavioural responses may subse-
quently be shaped by the perceived social norms of their peers (Turner, 1991), inferring that
including all children in a programme provides a greater variety of learning opportunities.
Providing a tailored, comprehensive and inclusive educational package for young children may
increase thinking skills (Wallace & Bentley, 2014) and an understanding of consequences, whilst
simultaneously dispelling “urban myths” learnt from their social network. Providing such pro-
gramme packages would help educational providers to equip children with the necessary tools
to make pro-social choices and have ownership of the events and consequences in their lives
(Department for Education and Skills, 2017). The insight into personal responsibility gained through
crime oriented programmes may also help reduce the number of young people entering the
Criminal Justice System (Huey & McNulty, 2005).
Many school-based programmes focus on emotional and physical health and well-being and
social and emotional learning (SEL). However, the long-term impact is rarely explored through
longitudinal research (Banerjee, McLaughlin, Cotney, Roberts, & Peereboom, 2016). Education
relating to the rights of the child can teach them about their responsibilities and in doing so
create respect for the rights of others (Hamedani & Darling-Hammond, 2015). With this, there
may come a sense of social responsibility and citizenship (Howe & Covell, 2005). Whilst some
school-based programmes have had a positive impact for children (Domitrovich, Cortes, &
Greenberg, 2007; Greenberg, Kusche, Cook, & Quamma, 1995; Prior & Paris, 2005; Webster-
Stratton. 2008), programme effects may differ between facilitators due to the variability of
individual teaching styles and differences in delivery between school staff and “experts”
(Stallard et al., 2014). Further studies investigating the impact of delivery on programme effec-
tiveness have led to the development of guidelines aimed at directing programme development
and delivery (Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2004; Domitrovich et al., 2007;
Durlak et al., 2011).
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Furthermore, exploration of the experiences of volunteers assisting in the delivery of school-
based programmes has found that individuals perceive their roles as a career-enhancing stepping
stone leading to further education or employment (Ford-Jones & Daly, 2017). Additional benefits of
volunteering include feeling appreciated (Herrera, Sipe, & McClanahan, 2000), the ability to
enhance their own knowledge and educate family and friends (Ford-Jones & Daly, 2017; Herrera
et al., 2000). Whilst utilising a diverse range of facilitators and volunteers may offer variety and
differing perspectives, adherence to the crucial elements of a programme should be balanced with
flexibility to maintain programme effectiveness (Dane, 1999). Additionally, programmes which
adhere to established frameworks (see Durlak et al., 2011; Noble & McGrath, 2015) can signifi-
cantly increase the ability to build positive skills and self-control and reduce risky behaviours and
violence.
Given the positive impact of programmes aimed at raising health awareness, SEL and building
social respect in an educational setting (Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2004;
Domitrovich et al., 2007; Durlak et al., 2011; Greenberg et al., 1995; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011), it
could be argued that in-school hours are an optimum period for proactive teaching relating to
contemporary social issues. Exploration of patterns of offending (Farrington et al., 2006; Frick,
2016; Hawkins et al., 2000; Loeber & Farrington, 2011; Mclean & Beak, 2012) and statistics relating
to the criminality and incarceration of young people (Allen & Watson, 2017; Flatley, 2017; Ministry
of Justice, 2017) are indicative of the need for early, proactive, educational interventions. Whilst
some programmes attempt proactivity by targeting children thought to be at risk of criminality
(Prior & Paris, 2005; Webster-Stratton, 2008) and others deliver reactive interventions (Darker,
Ward, & Caulfield, 2008; Squires & Stephen, 2013), there are no proactive educational programmes
known to the authors directly relating to crime, UK law and social moral positioning. Furthermore,
few studies investigating the effectiveness of school-based educational interventions explore the
lived experience of those participating and delivering the material.
2. The programme
Project Chameleon is a school-based programme delivered to Year 5 (KS2) children within the
educational setting. The programme lasts for 10 weeks and is delivered in sessions of two to two
and a half hours, 1 day per week. All children in the Year 5 cohort are included in the programme.
The programme curriculum covers topics relating to crime and UK law, including antisocial
behaviour, drugs, domestic violence and vehicle crime (see Table 1 for full curriculum). Sessions
are facilitated by former police officers, assisted by volunteer psychology students from the
University of Bolton, which may increase the programme impact compared to if the sessions
were delivered by the regular teacher (Stallard et al., 2014). The overarching aim of the project
is to promote positive decision making and enhance the children’s ability to consider their choices
and the consequences of their actions, facilitating autonomy, relatedness and competence (Deci &
Table 1. Overview of Project Chameleon curriculum
Week Topic
1 Choices and consequences
2 Burglary
3 Vehicle crime
4 Anti-social behaviour
5 Drugs
6 Domestic violence
7 Getting arrested
8 Self defence
9 Weapons
10 Mop up session
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Ryan, 1985; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci 2000a, 2000b), and the development of an internal
LOC (Rotter, 1954). Throughout the interactive sessions the children have the opportunity to reflect
on and discuss their individual experiences, and participate in group activities. Additionally, ses-
sions enable the children to challenge the beliefs and attitudes held by themselves and their
communities, promoting the development of positive values and pro-social norms (Eisenberg,
Fabes, & Spinrad, 1998; Eisenberg, Spinrad, & Knafo-Noam, 2015).
The current article is a qualitative enquiry conducted to explore the experiences of Project
Chameleon from the perspective of the participants and student volunteers assisting with facilita-
tion. A previous systematic review and meta-analysis has examined quantitative evaluations of
school-based programmes (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). However, few studies explore the deeper
meaning for individual participants through qualitative enquiry. This study aims to bridge the gap,
adding the current knowledge through exploratory investigative evaluation of the subjective
experiences of both child participants and university student volunteers. The research addresses
two primary research questions: (1) What are the individual personal experiences of children and
university student volunteers who have participated in the programme? (2) How may session
facilitation, interactivity, and delivery style, impact on participants’ perceptions of the programme
and their motivation to engage?
3. Methodology
3.1. Design
The study uses a qualitative exploratory evaluation design to explore the lived experience data
from three small focus groups comprised of child participants and two small focus groups com-
prised of student volunteers, after a 10-week educational crime programme. Exploratory evalua-
tion through qualitative enquiry provides detailed and in-depth information relating to programme
effectiveness, and can inform future research measures and designs (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, &
Friedman, 2005). Furthermore, documenting implementation techniques and the impact of con-
textual factors may assist with future adaptations of the programme for use with different
populations or in other contexts (Fixsen et al., 2005; Framework Workgroup, 2014).
3.2. Participants
3.2.1. The schools
All schools in a cluster of nine Bolton primary schools were invited to participate in Project
Chameleon, and one school declined to take part. Of the eight participating schools, one
school was considered outstanding by Ofsted, five schools were considered good, and Ofsted
reported two school required improvement. Four of the schools were of Church of England
denomination, and four were of no denomination. The eight schools which agreed to parti-
cipate in the programme were invited to attend focus groups. Three schools responded to the
invite and participated voluntarily for the focus groups (37.5% response rate). One of the
schools which volunteered was of Church of England denomination and had an outstanding
Ofsted report. Two of the schools which volunteered were of no denomination and had a
good Ofsted report.
3.2.2. Child participants
The self-selecting samples of 109 pupils from three participating schools were then contacted for
the purposes of three small focus groups. Class teachers invited all pupils to volunteer for the focus
groups, resulting in a total of 12 year 5 KS2 pupils aged 9 and 10 who voluntarily attended the
groups (11% response rate), four from each school. Class teachers randomly selected two boys and
two girls from the pupils volunteering to ensure an equal gender split. No incentives were offered
to secure pupil volunteers. Participation was voluntary and consent for child participants was
gained from schools and parents prior to the commencement of the project.
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3.2.3. University student volunteers
All of the ten student volunteers who had assisted facilitation of Project Chameleon across the
eight schools were invited to attend two small focus groups. A self-selecting sample of eight
student volunteers confirmed their participation (80% response rate). Two groups of four student
volunteers were set up. Group 1 comprised of three females and one male. Group 2 comprised of
two females, with two non-attendees. Student volunteers were aged from 19–35. No incentives
were offered to secure student volunteers. Participation was voluntary and consent was gained
prior to the commencement of the focus group.
All participantswere informed that the answers they providedwould be kept confidential and handled
in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. Participants were informed that any data used in the
publication of the research would be anonymised and all identifying content would be removed.
Safeguarding was observed throughout the research, in line with the individual school’s safeguarding
policy. Ethical approval was granted in October 2016 by the University of Bolton’s Ethics Committee.
3.3. Materials
Two focus group scripts were used, designed by the researcher (MM) in accordance with guidelines
set out by Krueger (2002) and Williamson and Miller (2013). The children’s script was an amended
version of the adult script, containing the same questions reworded for ease of understanding.
Both scripts used semi-structured and open-ended interview questions focusing on four main
themes; taking part in the project, likes and dislikes, project content and delivery style. Three
general primary questions were formulated designed to explore thoughts, experiences and opi-
nions relating to the project, with each primary question having several suggested secondary
questions designed to prompt the participant and encourage debate in order to gather richer in-
depth data (Table 2). A Dictaphone was used to digitally record proceedings.
3.4. Procedure
Focus groups with child participants who had completed Project Chameleon were conducted on 5
April 2017, 2 weeks after completion of Project Chameleon. Focus groups with KS2 children were
conducted in meeting rooms within the schools, away from other students where confidentiality
could be maintained. These focus group lasted 40 min, 33 min and 23 min. Focus groups with
student volunteers were conducted on 10th April in a group work room within the University of
Bolton campus, away from staff and other students where confidentiality could be maintained.
These focus groups lasted 56 min and 55 min. The primary researcher conducting the focus
groups has been trained in the use of Restorative Approaches and has extensive experience in
conducting restorative meetings where heavy emphasis is placed on ensuring that every parti-
cipant has the opportunity to speak and be heard. A script was used comprising of an introduc-
tion explaining the focus group procedure, guidance notes for the researcher and the research
questions (Table 2). During the focus groups, participants were free to respond to each other’s
question responses and discuss the topic further. Short silences were permitted to allow parti-
cipants to consider and formulate their responses, and the researcher interjected or moved to
the next question only when it was evident all views and opinions had been heard. The
researcher digitally recorded proceedings from all focus groups on a Dictaphone and made
handwritten notes throughout. Recordings were transcribed verbatim by the researcher, con-
verted to Pdf format, and input into QSR NVivo V20 for thematic analysis.
Transcripts of open-ended focus group question responses were subjected to Qualitative
thematic analysis by two authors (MM and GA) independently. Codes were applied to the partici-
pants’ responses following a systematic, iterative process (Berkowitz, 1997; Patton, 1980). Initial
overarching themes were coded, allowing flexibility as the analysis progressed. Further refinement
of the codes was conducted using QSR NVivo v20, categorising them to represent the main themes
evolving from the data (Boyatzis, 1998). Codes were discussed periodically between researchers
(MM and GA), allowing new themes to emerge and ensuring that all themes were an accurate
reflection of the participants’ experiences.
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4. Results
Three main themes emerged relating to the personal experiences of student volunteers and
child participants who completed Project Chameleon; individual personal experiences, pro-
gramme delivery, and session content and issues. Eleven further overlapping sub-themes
emerged as the analysis progressed (see Table 3).
5. Analysis and discussion
The results of the thematic analysis have addressed both primary research questions: (1) What
are the individual personal experiences of children and student volunteers who have partici-
pated in the programme? (2) How may session facilitation, interactivity and delivery style
impact on participants’ perceptions of the programme and their motivation to engage? The
Project Chameleon educational programme met SAFE (Durlak et al., 2011) criteria, in that it was
sequenced, active, focused and explicit. Programme material was disseminated to all children in
the year 5 group, providing the opportunity for social learning amongst peers (Bandura, 1962,
1977, 1978; Brown, 2004; Turner, 1991), and promoting positive dialogue (Brown, 2004).
Children identified as “at risk” of offending were not targeted and grouped together, therefore
avoiding the negative effects of peer influence (Berndt, 1979; Erickson et al., 2000; Sim & Koh,
2003). Three overarching themes emerged from the data – personal experiences, programme
delivery, and session content and issues – with several overlapping sub-themes.
5.1. Personal experiences
5.1.1. Individual learning
There were four sub-themes which emerged relating to the personal experiences of child partici-
pants and student volunteers; individual learning, changes in attitudes and behaviour, sharing the
message, and negative experiences. Individual learning was shown to be an important part of the
personal experiences of participating in Project Chameleon. The programme has been a positive
learning experience for child participants in relation to crime and the law, and their understanding
of specific crimes: “I loved it and I thought it was amazing and we learnt a lot about crime and
ages of things like what age you have to be” (Sophie). When asked, all child participants stated
Table 3. Table showing the number of references to each theme and sub-theme from focus
group transcripts
Child participants Student volunteers
Personal experiences
Individual learning 119 31
Changes in attitudes
behaviour
20 6
Sharing the message 18 8
Negative experiences 17 8
Programme delivery
Dosage 48 30
External facilitator v
teacher
39 21
Interactivity (positive) 36 18
Motivation to learn 32 25
Interactivity (negative) 8 18
Session content and
issues
Content 29 10
Issues 6 19
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that there were some types of criminal activity that they did not know existed prior to participation
in the project: “I really like doing this and I think we should learn more about different crimes in
school! I learnt a lot about crimes I never even knew about like you could get arrested for hitting
people back (self-defence)” (Eva). This understanding is necessary for the child to be able to
choose an appropriate course of action (Hamedani & Darling-Hammond, 2015; Howe & Covell,
2005). Additionally, helping to deliver Project Chameleon was described as a learning experience
by university student volunteers, one of which revealed:
I would like listening to some of the things, just like having that knowledge, why should I be
learning at 23, things that we should know already? And my friends, they didn’t know half
the stuff that I was saying that we’re teaching to 10 year olds. I’ve got a young nephew now,
I’d rather him be involved in something like that so he can then go out into the world and
make the right life choices. (Sarah)
The learning experiences of child participants have raised awareness and altered perceptions
relating to types of crime and this is particularly important when considering crime typology and
prevalence (Allen & Watson, 2017; Flatley, 2017). Providing young people with the facts in relation
to these types of crime through educational programmes allows them to make a more informed
choice if faced with a dilemma. The theme of aggression was revisited during several sessions, and
the domestic violence content challenged some children’s prior understanding of what is consid-
ered acceptable behaviour towards another: “Domestic violence like, I know what it is now but
obviously, I didn’t know what it was before, I thought it were just where a boy and a girl that hit
each other, but actually it happens in a house” (Sophie).
When discussing violence and aggression, one strategy used to help the children visualise the
difference between self-defence and becoming the aggressor was the “ladder of aggression.” This
concept was described by several child participants as having helped their learning experience:
“The ladder of aggression part, because if you don’t start it and you go over the ladder of
aggression, you’re the attacker, not them” (Lucy).
As young people, especially females, have also been found to have a high level of engagement in
drug offences (Allen & Watson, 2017), the increased awareness of different types of drug crimes
and changing perceptions relating to drugs, highlights the appropriateness of the project for the
child participants. Having some knowledge of the effects and consequences of taking drugs could
potentially counter any sensation-seeking behaviour (Steinberg, et al., 2009). The drug session was
talked about among several of the children: “My favourite thing in project chameleon was the
drugs because I didn’t know what drugs can do to you know I do” (Liam), and some were able to
consider how they would generalise the information to hypothetical real-life scenarios:
So if we’re walking down the street and say our friend got some, catched up to us and said
do you want one of these, we’d know what they looked like. We’d know they were drugs and
we’d know not to take them. (Sophie)
The main objectives of the programme were promoting choices and highlighting consequences. As
a result of the positive learning experience provided by Project Chameleon, child participants
verbalised a developed respect for the rights of peers, family and strangers. Furthermore, they
may feel empowered and more able to “do the right thing” in the future (DfES, 2017; Howe &
Covell, 2005).
5.1.2. Changes in attitudes and behaviour
Child participants were able to comment on changes in their attitudes and behaviour resulting
from participation in the Project Chameleon programme: “I’ve really liked project chameleon and it
has changed my behaviour due to the topics within project chameleon” (Isaac). In addition, the
student volunteers experienced several noteworthy changes:
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I thought it was really good. I mean all the children really engaged and they really did
actually learn a lot and, a lot of the negative attitudes that were displayed at the beginning
had pretty much changed towards the end. So they had a better attitude towards police,
towards the law, I didn’t expect it. (Paula)
Also: “Watching attitudes change. Seeing how they grow in their understanding and their knowl-
edge and stuff. I thought that was really rewarding” (Paula). Positive changes in behaviour of the
child participants were described by one student volunteer:
The first week he was really badly behaved, he was with the certain group of boys that were
always misbehaving, but however when it came to second week, he quieted down a little bit,
and from then onwards he was so engaged with the material, always had these really deep
questions to ask and really wanted to know about the law and really wanted to get our
opinions on stuff. And he really engaged with the material. (Faye)
Further to the changes noted in the child participants’ attitudes and behaviour, a student volunteer
also reflected on changes in their own attitudes and behaviour brought about by the experience of
participating in Project Chameleon:
For me it was really interesting to see my attitude change. I had few stereotypes, like I had
for example this student who I thought she was a bully, to be honest. Whereas in the
moment she started speaking more about her experience and everything, it built up on the
psychological theories and I saw behind that so I’m thinking now obviously I don’t see her
the way I saw her at the beginning. (Kate)
For one child participant, sharing the message with a younger sibling was important. The experi-
ences gained from engaging with the programme helped to shape positive behaviours outside of
the programme, within the family (Hawkins & Weis, 1985): “I taught my sister some with the
booklets. And she was dead interested in it, I said we’ve not got all the videos but it’ll still be fun”
(Emma).
5.1.3. Sharing the message
In addition to sharing what they had learnt with siblings and family, all child participants offered
positive comments when asked how they would encourage others to participate in the
programme:
I would probably say to him or her please can we do this because it’s like it’s helping the
world to stop doing what they’re doing, stop the behaviour and stuff. . .it’d be better for
everyone else because obviously other people would stop doing it and calm it down a bit, like
antisocial behaviour and stuff, and if they learn about it then obviously they’ll stop doing it.
(Sophie)
Furthermore, one student volunteer disclosed how the experiences gained from participating in
highly interactive sessions of Project Chameleon had solidified her own learning and given her
tools with which to share her knowledge outside of the classroom into her local community (Ford-
Jones & Daly, 2017; Herrera et al., 2000) : “Really I learned from him as well. . . and in my local
church, I teach in Sunday school, and because of that roleplay I’ve been bringing it to Sunday
school as well. The roleplay that [facilitator] has been doing” (Mary). The learning achieved by
student volunteers was also expanded into the workplace, as is shown by this comment from
another student volunteer:
I learned quite a lot regarding citizen’s arrest. . .we had a shoplifter in and our manager said it’d
be an amazing idea to start chasing after him and trying to grab him. So I went back in and was
like no, what are you doing, and he was like I’mdoing a citizen’s arrest, I was like, nope, you are
the one that would’ve been done. He was like, oh, I went, yep. Remember that. (Faye)
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5.1.4. Negative experiences
The negative experiences revealed by child participants relating to their experiences during Project
Chameleon sessions were directly relating to the behaviour of their peers: “I was like shut up I’m
trying to listen here” (Emma), which many described as disrespectful: “I was quite upset but I
know the reasons because everyone was talking over him and they was a bit disrespect, well they
was disrespectful, so I was quite annoyed with everyone else” (Dan).
Negative experiences described by student volunteers were almost all in relation to classroom
dynamics in their school setting. Strategies employed to motivate children by facilitators were
sometimes incongruent with those the class teacher implemented:
The teacher in ours, did class points. When they were really misbehaving we, we took some
off and we nearly caused a mini-riot by doing that, in our class. Once we did that, we had no
control over that class. We had to call it a day. (Faye)
Another area where facilitators and class teachers could improve communication is class disci-
pline. Classroom ground rules and boundaries should be clearly defined to external facilitators to
ensure that existing strategies are utilised. Facilitators may then deliver the intervention in line
with these, providing consistency and predictability, particularly in relation to discipline and sanc-
tions. Student volunteers across the participating schools reported vast differences in the level of
involvement from school staff in relation to classroom management. Some school staff were
disengaged: “I think whenever it came to discipline within the classroom she was very, she
didn’t really get involved, it was really left to us and (facilitator) to do it” (Faye), and “He was a
bit, wasn’t much of an authoritarian so he wasn’t like, assertive with the class, wasn’t good with
discipline and that” (John),
whilst others actively engaged with the programme and the behavioural management of the
child participants:
The substitute teacher was always kind of getting involved. . .they knew not to mess with
that teacher, they knew that if did, they were gonna be told, they were not gonna have
playtime, they were gonna be sent to the head, she really did work with them. (Faye)
Liaising with school staff and establishing protocol for classroom management and beha-
vioural sanctions prior to commencing the programme would be advantageous. Awareness
of the strategies in place and who is responsible for implementing them may allow for seam-
less management of unwanted behaviour and limit disruption when delivering Project
Chameleon.
5.2. Programme delivery
Several sub-themes emerged relating to different aspects of programme delivery which impacted
on the participants’ and student volunteers’ experiences of Project Chameleon. Various pro-
gramme delivery factors impacted on the personal experiences of Project Chameleon.
5.2.1. Dosage
The most frequently occurring sub-theme from both participants and student volunteers was
dosage, with all comments suggesting that the programme length and session time were not
long enough. Prior research evaluations have shown heightened effectiveness of programmes
which are delivered over an extended period throughout primary education, with significant
generalisation and integration into the taught curriculum (Conduct Problems Prevention
Research Group, 2004; Dariotis et al., 2016; Domitrovich et al., 2007; Durlak et al., 2011). Several
children expressed that they would like to have the programme taught as a subject throughout
their primary years: “I love it I wish it could carry on till year 6 and high school” (Isaac), and:
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You’d be getting like two lots of it. . .what you learn the first year like will be refreshed in year 6.
When you go into, after year 6 you’d be going into high school so then it’d be like fresh in your
memory for high school and what choices you need to make and what you don’t. (Ethan)
This perspective was further reiterated by the student volunteers, who suggested that the whole
programme should be longer: “But even if they’d been able to run it, I don’t know whether you’d
say for a full year or half a year or whatever, because I think it like, repetition with the kids”
(Sarah), and that the sessions themselves were too short: “When it was coming to the end of the
session, we hadn’t quite finished what we needed to do every time” (John).
One student volunteer suggested that Project Chameleon should be embedded into the curri-
culum as a regular taught subject: “I think it should be part of the school curriculum” (Mary), with
agreement from the other volunteers participating in the focus group. Another student volunteer
proposed that tailoring the programme with age appropriate material could offer the potential to
continue delivering Project Chameleon throughout secondary education and further:
Once you get into high school you could possibly start thinking like, more adult topics that
would kind of happen at the end of high school, say more when it comes to kind of like,
sexual abuse and stuff done through your phones and stuff like that, that would be kind of
really appropriate to do cause the kids just don’t know about it. (Faye)
Whilst schools are engaging in delivering education relating to personal and social health, and SEL,
the potential benefits of proactively implementing the Project Chameleon programme are high-
lighted in this comment from a student volunteer:
I think if things like the Chameleon Project cannot get there, then the wrong crowd is going
to teach the kids. Because the internet is there, it’s got so much information, their peer
group is there, they’ll teach them the wrong thing. . . something else will get there before
Chameleon Project. (Mary)
With evidence from prior research (Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2004; Dariotis
et al., 2016; Domitrovich et al., 2007; Durlak et al., 2011) and qualitative experiential evidence from
this study, it may be concluded that for the Project Chameleon programme to maximise its
educational potential, both the session dosage and programme length require adjustment.
5.2.2. External facilitator vs class teacher
This sub-theme explores the perceived differences between having the Project Chameleon pro-
gramme delivered by external facilitators and the regular teaching staff. In addition, discussion of
the differences between how the external facilitators delivered the programme in their respective
schools also occurred. When asked, child participants were unanimous in their opinion that the
programme should be delivered by “expert” external staff (see Stallard et al., 2014), with one child
participant suggesting that the Project Chameleon programme was also educational for teaching
staff: “The teachers also need to learn” (Sophie).
All child participants were able to define specific benefits of having ex-police officers delivering
the programme and disadvantages of having the programme delivered by their class teacher: “If
the teacher were doing it it’d be really different but I’d prefer the facilitator doing it because he
was an ex-policeman and he’d know a lot more” (Eva), and “He’s had more experience in policing
cause he’s been, he’s an ex police officer. . .if we had an ordinary teacher they wouldn’t have had
all the experience” (Sophie).
Although all the facilitators were external “experts,” each one had their own unique style.
Differences in delivery style between facilitators were also found to impact on the experiences of
child participants. Children in the age group targeted for this programme responded significantly
better to a high level of interactivity and a facilitator who was fun and engaging, yet still able to
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maintain control of the classroom. Subsequently, higher levels of interaction had a direct effect on
the child participants’ motivation to learn: “I get bored with having the same teacher all the
time. . .it is good to have someone else, more fun” (Isaac), and appeared to increase the level of
enjoyment children had whilst participating in the programme: “Loved it. amazing. never done
anything better. I know a lot more about crime. I want to learn about this every day. I wish this
wasn’t the end. I wish project chameleon could stay” (Zoey).
Student volunteers’ experiences of assisting in the programme delivery were also impacted by
the delivery style of the facilitator in their school. Several volunteers noted that increased inter-
activity had a motivating effect on the children in their class: “I found on weeks where we had the
drugs case week, kids were a lot more interested all the way through rather than when they were
just sat there looking at the board or something like that” (Sarah).
5.2.3. Interactivity
The inclusion of role-play and other interactive tools, such as videos and props, had a considerable
effect on the children’s motivation to learn and were engaging and enjoyable for child participants.
Interactivity in the form of role-play appears to have had the largest impact on the individual
experiences of both children and student volunteers. One child from a class that had role-played
every week commented: “I like that there is a lot of physical modeling not just all verbal” (Liam),
which was further reiterated by a student volunteer:
We had it every single session. Like we had like three four roleplays in a session and it
actually brought the message home. Because, if say for example something like citizen’s
arrest and you get the kids to act it they actually understood what it is. (Mary)
And in addition:
It was better when he made one of his stories a real case scenario, where children would act
out, and this happened, he would go to the real stuff like that, so when they go into the
character, it made it fun for everyone. (Kate)
Another student volunteer had this to say regarding the impact of facilitator led role-play on a
child that was severely disengaged at the start of the programme:
I’ve seen a totally uninterested student at the beginning, like they couldn’t care less, it was
just a session when they can just have their pen and daydream, and they became so
engaged, it was enough for [facilitator] to say I need three actors and you would see
everyone, including me and [student volunteer], with our hand up. Everyone wanted to be
chosen, everyone wanted to be part of that thing, and I think it’s a really really really good
thing. (Kate)
5.2.4. Motivation to learn
In addition to high levels of interactivity provided through role-plays and video material, some
facilitators also utilised a token economy to motivate the child participants, such as points systems
and certificates, with some success: “By the time we got to the third session they were actually
participating, so they had a certificate for most improved” (Mary). Comments from child partici-
pants highlighted a desire to participate in the programme again, suggesting an elevated level of
motivation to learn more information on the topics embedded in Project Chameleon: “I found
project chameleon amazing. I want them to come back in year 6” (Seth).
5.2.5. Negative experiences
Despite the positive narrative regarding the impact of higher levels of interactivity, not all child partici-
pants enjoyed the videos shown as part of the programme: “. . .there’s one, it was a domestic violence
and the dad he was shouting at the mother and the child and I found it quite upsetting” (Dan), or the
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interactive drug case showcasing several types of substances: “I didn’t like the drug session. . .I dunno I
just didn’t want to look at them. People should have a choice whether to see them” (Isaac).
These comments were incongruent with the other children’s feedback and facilitators liaised
with school staff where necessary. The differing personal experiences of child participants and
student volunteers regarding the delivery of Project Chameleon support the notion that incon-
sistency between facilitators results in significantly different experiences for children. The potential
to limit these differences so that all children have a similar experience may lie with guidance from
previously established frameworks for programme delivery (Durlak et al., 2011; Noble & McGrath,
2015), whilst maintaining some flexibility (Dane, 1999).
5.3. Session content and specific issues
5.3.1. Content
Two sub-themes emerged when exploring the child participants’ and student volunteers’ experi-
ences of the sessions, which related to the session content and specific issues which had occurred.
Student volunteers agreed that the sessions covered a lot of topics pertinent to contemporary
society:
The sub teacher that we had in was like we need this in our school. . . we’ve got 10 year olds
who are smoking, they’re carrying knives, and they are thinking about drugs. . .I think
depending on the school’s area and the problem that that school has could probably be
where the focus could be put possibly? (Faye)
Child participants also commented on the possibility of tailoring the content to the specific
issues facing individual schools and communities, such as drugs, weapons crime and anti-
social behaviour. However, this was aimed more at differing age groups: “If it was in year 2
or something and they were learning about that I don’t think he’d tell them everything
about drugs and stuff. Um cause obviously they wouldn’t understand what it is and stuff”
(Sophie).
5.3.2. Specific issues
Student volunteers and child participants disclosing issues with the programme reported both
personal issues and issues relating to the programme delivery. Child participants spoke more of
issues with content being upsetting or hard to view, whilst student volunteers discussed technical
delivery issues. The Project Chameleon programme utilises a web-based package designed using
Prezi. Student volunteers suggested that this format was not always compatible with the school
system and could result in delays or problems with video playback: “I know some of the videos
embedded in Prezi had to be opened on Internet Explorer which was quite time consuming
because it must not have been opened up in the first place” (Paula). Suggestions were made
how this problem could be avoided in future:
The only major issue that I had at my school was that the internet sometimes didn’t work. . .
So, maybe if they had a backup plan for if the internet doesn’t work. (John)
If they had like a hard copy, on a USB or something. (Sarah)
The overall consensus from both child participants and student volunteers gained through
lived experience of the programme was that a vast range of important issues were taken
into the classroom for discussion in a safe environment. Whilst some child participants
expressed that some activities were hard hitting, all took on board the learning experience.
Student volunteers offered some suggestions of additional topics which may have been
appropriate for the schools they worked in, such as hate crime and issues relating to gender
and sexuality, reiterating the potential of tailored programme content for individual
communities.
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6. Conclusion
Whilst reactive strategies may be appropriate for those already identified as being “at risk,” it is clear
from this study and others like it that early access to educational programmes and intervention is
imperative to teaching children so that they may make their own, informed choices. The project has
targeted many aspects of crime-related learning and has covered morality and aspects of citizenship
suitable for KS2 children. Both the child participants and student volunteers recommended that the
opportunity for rehearsal should be provided in the form of follow-up or refresher sessions, to ensure
that the lessons learnt throughout Project Chameleon are not lost. All the children and student
volunteers, when asked, stated that Project Chameleon should be an integrated aspect of the
curriculum, with content designed to be appropriate for differing ages from KS1 through to second-
ary school. Exploration of individual experiences has provided subjective perspectives of Project
Chameleon; results highlight what is considered important to the child participants and student
volunteers and provide guidance for the enhancement of the programme for future delivery.
Limitations arise from inconsistency in the manner the sessions were delivered. Of the four
facilitators, only one consistently and reliably integrated role-play into the sessions. Considering
the volume of positive comments relating to how role-play has helped to solidify concepts and aid
learning, recommendations for establishing this as standard should be considered. This inconsis-
tency resulted in differing school experiences due to variables not accounted for in this evaluation,
such as differences in delivery style between facilitators. Another limitation is the small sample
size used, and further research building on the current evidence could recruit a larger sample of
focus group participants in order to enhance validity and generalisability of the results.
Furthermore, allocating more participants to each individual focus group may increase the level
of debate leading to a greater depth of understanding for the researchers. Lastly, voluntary
participation may induce the self-selection bias (Costigan & Cox, 2001), where consenting partici-
pants may be different to non-volunteer within the sample. This may lead to gender biases (Dindia
& Allen, 1992), and participants who are generally proactive and more confident (Abrams, 2010),
and may impact on the generalisability of the research findings.
This study provides implications for programme delivery, in particular regarding who should deliver
the programme. Results suggest that external “expert” facilitators should be employed to deliver the
programme in place of the regular class teacher to achieve maximum engagement. The study also
highlights the need for effective communication between facilitators and school staff to ensure
classroom strategies and boundaries are maintained. Comparison of qualitative data on a school by
school basis could be conducted; results may highlight specific areas which require work in each
class, enabling the content to be tailored to maximise learning. Further exploration regarding gender
differences and differences in data from differing socioeconomic backgrounds may also be carried
out to explore whether these factors impact on the programme effectiveness. Finally, all further
studies and evaluations should investigate whether the programme adheres fully to a robust frame-
work such as SAFE (Durlak et al., 2011) or PROSPER (Noble & McGrath, 2015) and findings utilised to
establish a “gold standard” of content and delivery which, by presenting robust evidence to those
responsible for the UK education syllabus, could be embedded into the national curriculum.
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